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DRAFT COMMENTS 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR THE 881 HILLSIDE 

HIGH PRIORITY srT]Es 

INTERIM REMEDIAL AC"ION 
by Slosky and Company 

June 5 1990 

. MTRODUCIION 

The comments on the Znvironmental Assessment for 88 1 Htllside (Hmh Prtontv 
Sites) Interim Remedial Action DOE/EA-0413 US Department of Energy Rocky 
Flats Plant January 1990 (EA) are divided into seven secuom 

o General 

o Water Quality 

o Water Treatment System 

o Air Quality 

o Soils/Vegetauon 

o Risk Assessment 

o Radiation Protection 

T h i s  review is being conducted to assess whether the EA identifies and 
characterizes the significant environmental impacts o f  the proposed action and 
adheres to the Risk 4ssessment Guidance for Suberf und Volume I. Human Heilth 
Evaluation Manual Interim Final  U S Environmental  Protection Agencv 
December 1989 

The E A  is an analysis document based upon data contained in several other 
documents Due to resource constraints it was not possible to examine any of  
the source documents for the EA so there has not been an opportunity to 
ascertain independently that the summaries of data and the associated data 
col lect ion methods presented in this document are  correct  and complete 
Therefore for the purpose o f  this review it was necessary to assume that all 
statements o f  fact (e g the data summary in Table 2-1 and descriptions of  
a l t e r n a t i v e  a c t i o n s )  are  c o r r e c t  and suff ic ient ly  complete  to permit an 
informed opinion Because o f  this Itmitauon it is possible that some of the 
comments below have been addressed in the source documents such as the Interim 
Measures/Tnterim Remedial Action P h n  a n d  D ecision Docu ment/88 1 Hillside 
A rea/OD erable Unit No I (referred to as the IM/IRA) the Dn f t  Remed tal 
Tnvesti~ation Rebort for Hieh Prioritv Sites (88 I Hillside Areal (referred to 
as the RI) and the pnft Fensib ilitv Stud v ReDorr for High Priorirv Sites f88L 
Hillside Are31 (referred to as the FS) 
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GENERAL 

1 In a n u m b e r  o f  areas t h e  E A  states that potential  hazards will be 
controlled per Job Safety Analysis (JSA) and Openbonal Safety Analysis (0%) 
prognms The  EA rekes upon the JSA and the OSA to 

o Ensure the safe htndling o f  the ion exchange regenerauon c h e m i c ~ l s  
and waste brine (page 5-4) 

o Provide appropriate protective measures for remedial actfon workers 
(page 5-10 1 1  12) i n c l u d i n g  c o n t r o l l i n g  exposures t o  vo la t i l e  
o r g a n i c  compounds (VOCs) dur ing  const ruc t ion  (page 5-1 0) a n d  
p r o t e c t i n g  a g a i n s t  d e r m a l  exposures to contaminated  soils (page 
5 1 1 )  

o S p e c i f y  dust contro l  measures to limit inhalation exposures (page 
5-13) and urborne organic chemicals (page 5-15) 

o C o n t r o l  l e a k s  a n d  sp i l l s  in the water treatment building (page 
5- 14) 

o I d e n t i f y  p r e v e n t i v e / c o r r e c t i v e  actions and the responsible parties 
for accidents (page 5-22) 

o Control worker uptake o f  contaminants in accidents (page 5-22) 

Howeve sinc the JSA and OSA plans for the proposed remedial action are not 
available for review It  IS not possible to determine the effectiveness o f  such 
plans How will the public  be involved if at all i n  the development and 
implementation o f  the JSA and OSA7 How will compliance with the JSA and OSA be 
audited? How will the results of the audits be reported to the public? 

2 The EA conmns several s taremem that monitoring will be done to ensure 
worker safe[\ and the public health Based upon the results o f  the monitoring 
certain modifications or changes to remedial actions will be taken (page 5-10 
1 1  26) The EA however connins very few specifics on how the monitoring 
and corrective action will be implemented The EA should include a discussion 
o f  t h e  m o n i t o r i n g  that w i l l  be c o n d u c t e d  the contaminant  c o n c e n t r a t i o n  
cr i ter ia  that will trigger control actions and the types o f  control  measures 
that will be implemented 

J The term few metals major ions is not ver) meaningful (page 1-5) L , p  

WATER QUALITY 

1 The  document accurately states that the alluvial ground water at the 881 
Hillside Area is significantlv contaminated by VOCs (page 1-5 and Table 2-1 
page L 2) T h e  metals concentntions are probably high compared to alluvlsl 

SLOSKY 8s COMP4NY INC 
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waters in the =err, that have not been affected by human act ivi ty&Eabrt  2-1 
page 2-2) The avenge and maxtmum ground water concentrauons of merc 

d u e s  appear high though the nickel and mangmese values are not b e a d y  
high 

Although not stated in the EA rTitble 2-1 appears to lnclude & a b l y  sn-Pzhose 
conramnants whose *veraae  conceav3uon cxceeds the ARA& A more complete 
presentation of  the metals found in the 881 Hillside Area would be helpful 
W i l l  the proposed remedial a c t i o n  be e f f e c t i v e  in removing the  metab 
(antimony chromium copper iron zinc) that hove avenge concentmuons below 
the ARARs but have maximum concentmuons above the ARARsT (The Rocky Flats Cleanup 
Commission b e l i e v e s  the ARAR s s h o u l d  be d i v i d e d  by t h e  number of p o l l u t a n t s  f o u 9 -  
2 There IS no bass in the EA for accepting or rejecting the statement that 
downgndient water IS characterized bv the absence o f  VOC contamination with 
the exception o f  methylene chloride acetone and 1 1 -dichloroethene 
Inorganic constituents have apparently migrated from the 88 1 Hillside Area but 
organic cont3.minants have not mJgr3ted to any apprectabie extent (page 1-5) 

parts-per-billion (ppb) and 900 ppb respectlvely are very hgh Th I?&Zz%: 

Later in the EA i t  IS stated that 1 1-dichloroethene has only been detected in 
one sample downgndient of the proposed loution o f  the french dram and that 
the methylene chloride and acetone detected were likely labontory contaminants 
(page 5-91 

The proposed remedial amon seems to assume that there are no contaminants in 
the ground water downgradient of the french drain so this matter has grwt 
s i g n i f i c a n c e  What concentra t ions  o f  methvlene chloride acetone and 
1 I-dichloroethene are present in the downgndient  round water’ What is the 
environmental and public health significance of these concentrations7 Are 
subsequent remedial actions under consideration for the downgradient ground 
water? 

3 T h e  E A  states that I t  is anticipated that groundwater encountered 
during construction [of the french d n i n ]  will not be contaminated given the 
location o f  the drain (page 5-3) This statement seems inconsistent with the 
statement that methylene chloride acetone and 1 1-dichloroethene have been 
found downgradient from the 881 Hillside Area (page 1-5) 

4 The relationship if any between contaminants in the soil and in the 
ground water is not thoroughly discussed Table 2-1 shows that concentrations 
o f  contaminants in soils are generally lower than concentrations in  ground 
water on an absolute-value basis however the units o f  concentration are not 
directly comparable and the manner In which one hypothesizes the relationship 
between infiltration- vadose zone transport--and saturated zone transport is 
important i n  the design of the remedial action Have contaminants moved 
downward from the soil into the ground wafer or upward from the ground water 
into the soil or both’ This discussion may be in the RI however the EA 
s h o u l d  c o n t a i n  a t  l eas t  enough information to determine i f  t h e  so11 
concentrat ions  are  h i g h  enough to provide an ongoing source term f o r  
recontamination of ground water 

SLOSILY COMPLW I\ c 
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5 T h e  range o f  remedial action 01 ternatives considered seems appropriately 
wide and the discussion u1 Section 3 0  o f  the EA indicates that a reasonable 
screening o f  alternatxvts has been conducted 

6 The proposed action o f  pump-and-treat with subsequent dlscharge under the 
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permitting restrictions 
seems well conceived T w o  S p e c t s  of this approach are parttculariy attmctive 
a n d  s u g g e s t  a w e l l  t h o u g h t  o u t  p l a n  F i r s t  t h e  p r o p o s e d  t r e a t m e n t  
technologies are  technically solid and their  selection soundlv reasoned The 
use  o f  u l t r a v i o l e t / p e r o x i d e  o x i d a t i o n  is c lear ly  a n  e f f e c t i v e  simple and 
robust technology for  destrucuon of the VOCs The emphasis on a permanent 
solution aimed at the environmentally most hazardous materials is well placed 
both technically and in term o f  regulatorv compliance The  sequential use o f  
ion-exchange f o r  metals removal indicates an appropriate understanding o f  the 
chemistry o f  the inorganic compounds that require treatment. Second b s e d  on 
e x p e r i e n c e  with a n o t h e r  si te  contaminated w i t h  metals and organics i n  the 
general vicinity o f  Rocky F l a u  the use o f  a french dram for ground water 
removal is also 3 well thought out and proven approach Cleanup Commissror 
qvfistions wheth r or not this  jechnology is effective for all VOC s on site such as 
7 T h e  pump-and-treat strategy is l ikely to be successful a t  least within 
the limits described This approach should provide for adequate reductions in 

c o n t a m i n a n t s  to mit igate  hazards assoc ia ted  w i t h  d ischarge  o f  the treated 
ground water If soils are determined to provide a long-term source the EA 
retains the option of soil flushing 35 a contingency 

(The 

me tnano-ha! ide compoun s 

8 T h e  EA states that The effluent from the water treatment process will 
be retained in a holding tanh and sampled to assure that applicable or relevant 
and appropriate requirements are met This water then I S  surface-discharged 
into the South Interceptor Ditch that empties into Pond C 2 The water qualitv 
o f  Pond C-2 is again analvzed and if standards are maintained released i n  
accordanc with the NPDES permit The  EA should specify what will be done i f  
either the effluent tank wafer or the Pond C-2 wafer IS found t o t  to meet 
requiremenu ( The Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission suggests that the 
be rec\,led back throug5 t'le plant to at ain zero discharge from the plant ) 
9 The  discussion o f  the potentiallv adverse impacts on water quality due to 
the proposed remedial action (Section 5 2) seems complete The E A  states that 
c o n t i n g e n c v  p l a n s  wil l  be d e v e l o p e d  f o r  s a f e l y  proceeding if unexpected 
conditions are encountered 

clean water 

WATER TREATMENT SYSTEM 

1 T h e  E A  does not enumerate the chem ca1-specific ARARs that the treatment 
plan effluent must meet for discharge (page 2-5) ('he Rocky Flats Cleanup h m l s s l o n  
believes that the ARAR s should be divided by the number pollutants to be treated ) 

2 T h e  data presented i n  Table  C 1 (page C J) on the concentrations o f  
l i q u i d  c o n t a m i n a n t s  i n  the  c o l l e c t i o n  tanh a r e  n o t  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  the  
concentration of contaminants in  the ground water provided in  Table - 1 (page 
2-2) 
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3 The statement that None of the chemicals to be collected on the ion 

the resins may fail below the threshold f o r  regulation by the United States 

e x c h a n g e  resins are d e f i n e d  as hazardous materials in shipping regulations 

Department o f  Transportation (DOT) a number o f  these chemicals are regulated 
as hazardous (if in sufficient qurmutles) by DOT 

4 Waste brine is mentioned but it IS not shown as a by-product on the flow 
chart in Figure 3-2 (page 5-4) What volumes o f  waste brme will be genemted 
and what wlil it have m it7 How will the evaporator solids be &posed (page 
5-26)7 Is there an environmental impact assocntea with such disposal' 

needs to be clarified (page 5-26) While the quantities o f  the chemicals on 

5 The E A  s h o u l d  be  c o n s i s t e n t  in the nomencla ture  f o r  the i n f l u e n t  
( co l lec t ion)  storage tanks a n d  the e f f luent  (surge) storage tanks (page 3-4 
C 3 C-4 and elsewhere) 

AIR QUALITY 

1 I n  g e n e r a l  t h e  E A  c o n t a i n s  the appropriate elements to assess t h e  
potential air quality impacts o f  the proposed action on workers and the public 

2 T h e  E A  concludes that insignificant air quality impacts would result from 
the remediation proposal The EA further states tho1 the proposed remediai 
ac t ion  is not air quality than o ther  potential remedial 

not contain adequate intormauon regarding 
options esented in the EA are not substantiated bv -' tci 

r 

contingencies that could arise 

3 N o  b a s e l i n e  a i r  q u a l i t v  or  m e t e o r o l o g i c a l  d a t a  3 r e  i d e n t i f i e d  or I 

summarized in the discussion o f  the Potentiallv Affected Environment (Section rJd 
4 0) The EA should contain information on existing ambient air quality wind 
speed and direction and precipitation frequenc) to aid i n  understanding the 
Environmental Effects of  the Proposed Action (Section 5 0) 

4 Sec t ion  5 0- -Environmenta l  E f f e c t s  o t  the Proposed Action appears to 
i d e n t i f v  a l l  s i g n i f i c a n t  p o t e n t i a l  a i r  q u a l i t v  i m p a c t s  o n  r e m e d i a l  a c t i o n  
personnel other Rocky Flats worhers and the public (The Rocky Flats Cleanup Commissi - 
does n o t  believe these impacts have been adequately mitigated in the proposea y d  Sa tv Plan - 7 k analysis or substantiation IS presented for two important conclusions 

d 
< W J /  

A i r  qualiiyY/ f r o m  construction activities associated with treatment 
f a c i l i t y  f r e n c h  d r a i n  source  well footing drain and associated 
utilities are small when compared to the normal activity at R o c k y  
Flats Plant (page 5 1) and 

During construction National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) 
for particulates as well s the OSHA standards will  be met (page 
> - I )  How w i l l  monitoring b e  conducted to ensure that these 
s t a n d a r d s  a r e  n o t  e x c e e d e d '  W i l l  the  m o n i t o r i n g  r e s u l t s  b e  
available on 3 real-time basis 

SLOShY & COMPiVY '\C 
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6 T h e  a p p r o a c h  used in the  EA to est imate  the dispersion of air 
contaminants 1s not very accurate (Section 5 0  and Appendices F G and I) 
The air dspersion approach used a simplifying assumption that may not be 
valid that the meteorology is homogenous in all direcuons The same avenge 
wrnd speed (3 meters per second) was used to calculate the dspersion facton 
(X/Qs) for all remote locmons 

An example o f  how this approach may result m erroneous conclusions u n  be 
found in the discussion of personnel exposures from an accident. The EA states 
t h a t  i t  i s  assumed that the highest exposures o f  (non-remedial  action) 
personnel will occur at the closest occupied building (page 5-21) However 
because air contaminants may not disperse uniformly the highest concentration 
could occur at other than the closest building 

0 

A more accurate approach would be to perform dispersion modeling for each 
source for  the joint  wind frequencv/wind speed distributions along wi th  the 
actual stability class In that way any high concentrations due to anomalous 
meteorology would be identified Without such analysis i t  is difficult to 
ensure that all potential impacts are addressed 

7 T h e  a i r  qual i ty  impacts f o r  the a l ternat ive  remedial  act ions  were 
subjectively reviewed i n  the EA Although no supporting data are provided the 
general conclusions regarding air qualitv impacts o f  alternatives appear to be 
valid (After having reviewed the more detailed Health and Safety Plan the Rocky 
Flats Cleanup Commission does not believe the impacts have been adequately rnitigac: 
S Table  2-1 (page 2-2) indicates that organic contaminants have been 
measured in the soil at the S S l  Hillside Area although the depth o f  the 
contamination is not specified The statement Sampling has demonstnted that 
volatile organic chemicals are present i n  t h e  SS1  Hillside Area only at or' 
below the water table (page 5 1 )  seems inconsistent with the data present i n  

Table 2 1 (page 2 2) The conclusion that since organics are not in the soil 
VOCs wil l  not be released by the construction activities @r& be invalid- 
(page 5-1 and 5-2) A similar statement also appears on pages 5-3 and 5-4 of 
the EA 

9 The EA states that construction operations will be suspended 
velocity exceeds 15 miles per hour (page 3-13) It would be useful 
frequency and duration of  wind speeds at Rocky Flau exceeding 
hour 

i f  the wind 
to know the 
5 miles per )"" - 

10 The calculation of the source term of fugitive dust assumes that the 
l a r g e s t  d u s t  c l o u d  l i h e l y  to  be  m a i n t a i n e d  d u r i n g  e x c a v a t i o n  is  a 
cross-sectional area four meters high and ten meters long (page F J) The 
basis for this assumption should be explained given that the trench for the 
french d m n  will be 640 meters long 

11 The  E A  states that the formula for the Pasquill Stability Class D 
(neutral) was used because that stability class was reported in the FEIS to be 
the most prevalent occurring about 52% of the time (page 1-1) It would be 
useful to know what stability classes comprise the remaining 48% of the time 
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SOILS/VEGETATION 

1 If the EA fs mended to be a stand alone document, Sectlon 12 should 
have a much more thorough descnption of the nature 3nd extent of conmmmabon 
o f  the 881 Hillside Area Following are examples of the typts of adlt lonal  
mformatlon that would be usefuL 

3.' 

%- 
o How and when did the are3 become conclmlnated' What volumes of 

material are believed to be the sources of cont;~matlon7 

o A site map drawn to scale and showing soil sampling and ground water 
momtormg loutlons 

o Are the remedial acuon alternatives dlscussed in the E A  the same M 
those assessed in the Draft Feasibility Study? 

2 Whi le  t h e r e  may be t h r i v i n g  vegetation on t h e  881 Hi l l s ide  the 
vegetation i tself  may contain elevated concentrations o f  hazardous substances 
par t i cu lar ly  meta ls  Uptake  o f  hazardous substances in plants may a f f e c t  
wildkfe Has ths potenual problem been assessed7 (The Rocky Flats  Cleanup Conmission 

3 that %$I..~%~ k&?"'b$ o%@z@r&%h? tonrrol measures (page 5-4)7 If there 
is a r i s k  o f  releasing contaminated sediment c o n t r o l  measures should be 
spelled out 

r e q u e s t s  any informatzon o r  research t h  t may have been conducted on t h e  c a t t l e  

4 The  E A  states that since none of the rodents insects or vegetation [on 
the 58  1 Hillside] are endangered or threatened they wil l  quickly reestablish 
their populations in  the disturbed areas (page 5-5) T h e  fact that a species 
IS not threatened or endangered does not mean that it will be able to quickly 
reestabllshed itself Disturbed areas should be revegented 

5 What is m e a n t  by r e l a t i v e l y  s tab le  soil  i n  reference to  the 581 
Hillside Area (page 4-3)7 

RISh ASSESSMENT 

1 T h e  risks from fugitive dust may be considerably 
the E A  Appendix J indicates that the chronic intake 
25 milligrams per day (mg/day) for members of  the public 
the United States Environmental Protection Agency guideline for chronic soil J 4  

individuals over six 
intake is 200 mg/day for children under six years of age and 100 mg/day for L 

Appendix J also states that i t  is assumed that special protective measures and 
t ra in ing  o f  the remedial  worhers wil l  reduce fugit ive dust exposures to 5 
mg/day What is the basis for this  sumpt ti on^ 

2 T h e  rish assessment assumes that the water released from the treatment 
process wll l  contain both VOCs and inorganics at the minimum detection limit 
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lkAQ (page 5-20) The EA docs not specify how the detecuon b i t s  relate to the 

eush” ARARS (that are not speclfitd -3 the EA) Presumably the treated water could 
be above the detecuon huts and stdl be in compliance with the A R A B  By 
using the detection l imit  rather than the ARARs in the risk assessment i t  

been understate This s u e  arlses in Appepd~x C @age 

3 T h e  use of a v e n g e  contaminant concentrations is generally appropriate in 
long-term risk assessments For a short-term r e m e d d  acuon such as the 881 
Hillside consideration should be given  to the use o f  maximum contaminant 

d 

ut t wage E-1) m 4 2j4 +- m;hMJL- 
0 

concentmuons to bound the rub to the remedial action workers (page C-I and 
D- 1) 

4 T h e  EA states that during construction both the NAAQS and the OSHA 
standards f o r  particulates will be mer (page 5-1) I f  this is the case the 
risks from airborne dust will be significantly less than estimated in the EA 
based upQn 10 000 micrograms per c u b x  meter (ug/m’) The  pripary NAAQS are 
75 ug/m-’ on an annual mean geometric basis and 260 (ug/m’) on a 24-hour 
average basis not to be e p e e d e d  more than once a year while the OSHA 
s t a n d a r d  is 15 000 u g / m ’  f o r  t o t a l  p a r t i c u l a t e s  a n d  5 000 u g / m 3  f o r  
respirable particulates 

5 Appendix H presents the transportation risks associated with the proposed 
remedial a c t ~ w t i e s  on a per-shipment basis I f  these unit risks are summed 
f o r  t h e  to ta l  number  o f  es t imated  sh ipments  the  to ta l  o f  the t raumat ic  
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  r i s k s  IS  much g r e a t e r  than  the e n v i r o n m e n t a l  hea l th  r i sk  
estimates This situation 1s common in  environmental cleanup projects 

rc 
RADIATION PROTECTION 

1 There is an error i n  the equation used to calculate the total intake o f  - / 
radionuclides (page F-2) The Exposure Duration AdJustment (EDA) o f  8 out o f  \ L-‘ 
24 hours (5/24)  is redundant s ince  the  Adult Breathing Rate (BR) used is 
already for an eight-hour shift  This  error results in the underestimation o f  
radionuclide intakes by a factor o f  three 

2 T h e  calculation o f  the concentrations of air contamlnants assumes that 
the concentrations in the fugitive dust are the same as in the soil  At  3 

minimum thls assumption should be expIicitly stated What is the basis for 
this  assumption’ This  assumption may not be conservative concerning health 
rlsks from fugitive dust (page F-I) 

3 There  is confusion regarding the COnCentrations o f  uranium in ground 
water in Table 2 1 (page 2-2) Apparently the avenge and maximum values are 
reversed in the table We have 3150 had d l f f l c u l t ~  replicating the conversion 
from micrograms per liter to picocuries per liter 

3 T h e  EA s t a t p  that opera t ions  w i l l  be suspended if alpha radiation 
exceeds 0 O;, pCi/m-’ Does this figure refer to gross alpha mdiation’ HOW 
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will monitormg be conducted So emre that Zbb level IS pot exceeded', Wd1 
-the moqtormg mult be avatlable m r e z i I ~ ~ 9  

5 T h e  E A  states that uranium was the only radionuclide occurring at 
concentrations above the estimated background (page 1-5) What was the 
esumated background concentration for mrilnrum7 How was the background 
concentration statrstically determined? Where were the background samples 
taken? The u m u m  concentmuons should be reported as U-238 or U-natural 
depending on measurement tecbque What statsticd tests and what confidence 
levels were used in the cornparson o f  the u m i u m  concentntlons at the 881 
H d h d e  to the background conantmt~ons~ 

- -  a 
__r_;i=y_q_ "- -- - 2%- -;iL-ii 

6 The EA states that the strong basic unit to be used to remove uranium 
f r o m  t h e  ground water  w i l l  be  disposed when its a c t i v i t y  reaches  a 
predeterrmned level (page 3-5) What IS the predetermined level? The EA 
should present calculauons o f  the expected Iifetlme of the unit. & 3;- 
7 In Figure B-1 it should be specified if the risks given are annual risks 
or l i f e t ime  risks (page B-4) If  this figure contains lifetime and annual 
rlsks i t  ls rmsiending 

SLOSKY & COMPAVY 
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The calculetion i n c l u d e d  the d i s p e r s i o n  from the mource to  the 
mmltoring equipment Thin vas eet lmated br Dr B i g p  at about  an o r d e r  of 
mgnitnde r e d u c r i w  In cmcentratio~ A nriw of dtmper.iw t h e m  ahwe 

t h a t  values vary from a factor of d x  t o  eleven dependlag on the a t a b i l i t y  
clams Thus a-ng a factor of t e n  1s within a conmervattre m g e  

The letter s t a t e d  "The detected dally average eOntanttat%OO for  ml0 b 
JA ttxia an aveagt of all numbem or iJ it tbe or- *due 

obmexved? It io assumed t o  be a mnximop! v a l u e  since t h a t  is the accepted vay 
of p r e e e n t i n g  p a r t i c u l a t e  data € o r  analysis  ~ a r f f i c a t l o n  i s  raque8ted on 

024 win3 

t h i 6  p o i n t  

The worker l e  located at the p o i n t  o f  s o u r c e  release vhile the monitor $0 

saveral hundred feet evsy Thus the monitored value of 0 024 vould be 
0 210 n t  the vorker 6 l o u t i o n  (using the factor of t e n  tedUCtiOn 
between the worker and the monitor) It folLowa that the wrker i s  beiag 
exposed t o  values hlgber than the NMQS (which is 0 150 mg/n3) thla value in 
60% o v e r  the 8taaderd If the T a h e  of 0 024 mg/rp3 is M braage r a t h e r  than 
an excreme value then tbe calculation@ c o u l d  be con. iderably  vorse 

S e v e r a l  o r b e r  clarifications are being requested a b o u t  t h i s  OauurhoPant 

We would like the meteorological c o n d i t i o n e  of the day on v h l c h  the monitored 
v a l u e  vas o b t a i n e d  A d e t a i l e d  map 8ho-g the l o c a t i o n  o f  the conmtruction 
a c t i v i t y  and tbe monitors  is  needed t o  def-ne the d i s p e r s i o n  during tbe 

monitor ing p e r i o d  E l e v a t i o n s  of the area are also important  a i n c c  the 

a c t i v i t i e s  my not have been o c c u r r i n g  a t  the 8mme h e i g h t s  

The e c d c u l a t l o n s  i n d i c a t e  rhat worker p r o t e c t i o n  i s  neccmary We 

would like to  r e q u e s t  you provide uB vfth 0 d e t a i l e d  plan for providing the 
necessary p r o r e c r i o n  for both the equipment and t h e  workers 
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Guestion 2 
H e a l t h  and SafetT Plan 
Smith were n o t  c m l e t e  
concern t o  the RFCC 
board memses 

Tt-e RFCC still has not received copies of the fmal 
The s i x  cooies he receited from Term 

Because this docment is of -greatest 
Le reouest f i e t e e n  copies for each of our 

GI 3Ct101 - T r ~ -  ”FCZ T 11 ie e& lid ’le horkers are qot 
zr-w rL1,l prqtw,t.ci diii ng cnstruc-tr,n a( L t i t i e s  associatsu 
c t remcrd i t i a n  a t  -IiL-=ide 381 ’!- a1d ielu  nas pro\Aded 
the ukii ional anal~sil= below rznic h substantiates our concerns 

The calculation that appears in the Subject  letter purpor t s  t o  show that 
the respirable concent ra t ion  of plutonium in the breathing t o n e  of workers 
is with in  the maximum Concentration Guide fo r  Public evposure The 
c3 lc’~ la t ion  is based on a numDer of unwarranted assumpt ions  that are far 
from a conservat ive ana lys i s  OT the hazards t o  which worke r s  are exposed 
The c3lculation neglec s hazards t o  which the workers  and their family 
wi l l  be evposed The a s sumpt ions  and their c-itique fo l lows  

1 4 a pCi/g is assumed t o  be the maximum plutonium level in  any surf ic ia l  
so i l  sample  That is probably based on 19 samples  that w e r e  taken on the 
881 hillside and a copy appears in my essay  881 Hillside Cleanup July 6 
1990 The assumption is that the highest  plutonium concentrat ions are 
found on the soi l  s u r f a c e  and the highest possible  concentrat ion of 
plutonium was  acc identa l ly  found in 19 ( too f e N  t o  prove to be 
represeqtative) randomly co l lec ted  samples  Both assumpt ions  arp 
unwarranted My s a m e  repor t  (see above) quotes  a reading taken  by the 
Departmeqt of Health 150 yards E-SE of the 903 pad and in the drainage 
a r e a  seaping towards  the 881 hillside was 186 5 pCi/g of Pu Also due to 
seegage and the p r e s e m  of possible poc‘tets OT discaraed waste it I S  not 
possible t o  a s sume  that Surface concentrat ions are higher than 
underground concent ra t  1 o n s  or plutonium 



Conclusion--It is unwarranted to assume that 4 8 pCi/g 1s the highest 
concentration that w i l l  be encountered in excavating soil in the 88 1 

Hillside q d  
2 The asswption that the concentration n the surface soil JS the same as 
the concentration in the respirable fraction that is suspended in the air IS 
unwarranted Carl Johnsorl, in his report in Science August 1976 
Plutonium Hazard on the Surface of Soil reports that his estfmate of 

bac'cground levels in the respirable fraction of surface soil (particles 
equal to or less than 5 micrometers in size) is 0 45 dpm/g (disintegrations 
per minute)--5 5 times as great as the level of 0 08 dpm/g for total soil 

wdccI * 
It must be assumed that the respirable fraction of soil has a concentration 
of plutonium that is 55 times as great as that in surface soil samples 

3 According to OSrlk regulatiors the maximum allowable respirable 
concentration of Inert or Nu sance Dust to which workers may be exposed 
'3 5 T 1,3 I is ~n2tte3~at?'@ to subiect workers to concentrations of 
respirable dust of 6 25 m g d  That interdiction is especia1)y 
unacceptable where the air can contain at the minimum 4 8 pCi/g of soil 
130 times as high 2s background and of which the respirable 
fractlon hzs a concentration that Is 715 times as hlgb as 
background These nvmbers do not even account for the fact that the 
hignest concentration of plutonium in 881 hillside soil is yet to be 
measured ana doos not m o u v  f o r  L h ?  seopagp of plutonium from the 903 
pad area 

The measurement of air borne dust concentration is simultaneous with the 
exacsure of worpers if a mmu-ement that excoeds the allowable Is taken 
what can be uone to rescind the worker exposure' Will the workers be 
SupDlled wtth protection if any reading above 6 25 mg/m3 is obtained? 
According to OSH4 regulations that is the way such a reading must be 
treated 

4 There are numerous references in the literature to the incidence of 
disease caused by contaminants brought home on the clothes and in the 
vehicles used by workers This disease has been found in the children of 
workers exposed to lead and to the wives and children of asbestos 
workers insufficient car0 in SuDDlying construction worlers with 
Clothing changp rooms and masks may be sentwing their wives and 
children to t h p  ravag*s of dlSOaSQ caused by exposure to plutonium that 
greatly exceeds backaround levels 


